This paper reports on a commissioned research project to evaluate the impact of support (mainly funding) given by the UK government's National Endowment for Science, Technology and the Arts (NESTA) to various projects under the general heading of 'science learning' over a four-year period (2000 -2004). Findings emerging from the study indicate that NESTA is an imaginative and risk-taking project funder, supporting innovative approaches to science education typically involving special events or producing web-based resources or other e-learning outcomes, typically with strong environmental, technological or creative themes.
Introduction
The primary purpose of this article is to highlight methodological issues emerging from a medium-scale, largely retrospective, commissioned evaluation of a central government-sponsored programme to encourage innovation in science learning, both within schools and in the general population. It will highlight the ethical considerations implicit in constructing a methodology that would be acceptable to the commissioning body, and consider the strengths and weaknesses of a 'multi-method' approach (Saxe and Fine, 1979; Patton 1990; Bennet, 2003) . Its findings will therefore be of interest to researchers submitting tenders for commissioned evaluations of publicly-funded programmes. However, in order to illustrate the issues arising it will be necessary to give a flavour of the content of the evaluation itself, together with a consideration of the applicability of the theoretical frameworks (Fullan, 2001; Harlen and Kinder 1997) which informed it.
Background
NESTA was set up by Act of Parliament in 1998 with a brief to help maximise the UK's creative and innovative potential. It is funded by an endowment from the National Lottery and uses the interest to offer individuals, groups and organisations support to explore new ideas, develop new products and services, or experiment with new ways of nurturing creativity in science, technology and the arts. To date it has made a total of 683 awards (source: www.nesta.org.uk, accessed 9.1.05). NESTA is a political project, in that it was established by central government with a view to improving the "UK's future international competitiveness" (NESTA 2005:1) . Its mission reflects the concern in government circles that: "our future capacity for innovation is threatened by the current state of science education in schools." This means that any evaluation of its work will be influenced by the need to demonstrate cost-effectiveness in promoting "real" scientific enquiry in schools and "general scientific literacy" in the general public (ibid.), which in turn are assumed by government to lead to an improved scientific research base and hence to enhanced "innovation and productivity" (ibid.)
NESTA's Learning (formerly Education) programme aims to 'support innovative ways of learning that provide models for others to follow, and to enhance an appreciation of science, technology and the arts in people of all ages'. Its main objectives in this context are to  Source innovative projects that may help to improve practice and/or policy in key strategic areas of learning  Bring together on projects talented individuals and organisations who are committed to exploring and sharing new approaches in the fields of formal and informal education  Achieve significant benefits for project participants, be they learners, teachers or educationalists  Become a useful resource to policymakers and practitioners on innovation in learning The learning programme started making awards in 2000, and as of August 2004 had made 48 awards to projects classified under the general heading of 'science' (though many of these bridge technology and/or the arts so fall under more than one category).
In addition, NESTA took on the funding of the national 'Science Year' initiative , which was subsequently extended to become 'Planet Science'. Under this banner, NESTA had supported a further 36 smaller projects to August 2004, with the following objectives:
 Raise the profile of science in schools, in further and higher education, and across the board with the general public;  Change negative attitudes to science by raising public interest in, awareness, and understanding of science; and  Promote the idea that science can be fun and relevant to everyday life
Science Innovations
As reflected in the above objectives, NESTA's involvement in science learning can be seen as part of a government response to 'hostile' media portrayal of science (for example in relation to genetically-modified crops or therapeutic cloning), seeking to:
"reducing the risk that innovative science and technology is stymied by unnecessarily uninformed or polarised opinion" (NESTA 2005) . It can also be viewed as a reaction towards increasing pupil disengagement with physical sciences, indicated by the falling numbers taking physics and chemistry at A-level (JCQ 2005) or university (HESA 1996; 2005) . NESTA's learning programme promotes projects which cross traditional subject boundaries and make links between science, technology and the arts. Many are specifically concerned with developing greater creativity in scientific thinking, whilst others seek to build greater understanding of environmental issues, or to raise awareness of the relevance of science and promote uptake of science-related careers. Through a wide range of approaches (see findings below) NESTA-funded science learning projects are developing innovations in the communication of scientific information to different audiences and the changing of attitudes towards science. However, NESTA's work is only part of a much wider range of initiatives in this area by government and charitable bodies, some of which are summarised in table 1. (19XX onwards) : promoting out-of-school involvement in scientific enquiry by primary and secondary age pupils.
Aims and Ethical issues within the Evaluation Study
In May 2004, NESTA issued an invitation to tender for a study to evaluate its support for science learning projects. Its stated aims for the evaluation were as follows:
1. To "enable NESTA to share with external and internal stakeholders a clear and informed Story of why there is a need for these projects, why NESTA should be involved, how existing projects work, and why they are working 2. To "help us identify a way forward and potential partners for any future projects." (Invitation to Tender, May 2004) In submitting a tender for the contract to undertake this evaluation, the author's team of four researchers from Bath Spa University College was required to accept the above as our aims, leading to a tension between our ethical requirement for independence, and what Yates (2004:156) describes as the pressure to "… come up with the answers the commissioning body wants… producing these answers in ways that will enhance the commissioning body's profile." The first aim above in particular appears to pre-judge the need for such projects, the necessity of NESTA's involvement and their success. The political nature of the evaluation is here evident, in that one of the 'external stakeholders' can be inferred as central government. It was necessary, however, to communicate to NESTA our reservation of the right to question these assumptions in our findings, a right it readily agreed. Several other areas of compromise arose as a result of the commissioned nature of the research. For example, two members of the research team worked closely with NESTA personnel to draw up a list of research questions (see below) that would address, to NESTA's satisfaction, their aims for the study, but that would also satisfy the team's interests in equal opportunities (question B3) and the mechanisms of institutional change (B1 and B4). Close liaison was also required to select a subsample of projects for closer study, since NESTA personnel were more closely acquainted with the nature and stage of implementation of each project; this could have led to the selection of a sub-sample casting a more favourable light on the programme as a whole, so to counteract the danger of collusion a 'long-list' was drawn up collaboratively, from which the Bath Spa team made the final selection.
Access to project documentation was perhaps the major source of potential conflict, since it was all held within NESTA's confidential filing system, to which the team did not have access. Through negotiation over a period of several months, partial sets of documentation were sent to us, which in the context of a six-month contract with an immovable deadline led to an incomplete analysis of this category of data, limiting the evidence upon which findings could be based.
Further ethical issues emerged when we began to approach awardees and project participants. Although their consent was informed (by letter) and voluntary, NESTA made it known to them that their participation was expected as a consequence (if not a condition) of their funding. Our status as NESTA's 'official evaluators' sometimes made it difficult to reassure those from whom we were seeking to elicit data of our independence.
Research questions
The process of negotiating the list of research questions with NESTA is described above, together with the compromises this involved. It became helpful to divide the growing list of questions into two categories; those of principal importance and those that would be subsidiary or elaborative of the main questions. Accordingly, the principal list (A) was agreed as follows: A5. What outcomes (over either short or long term as appropriate) has each innovation achieved in terms of Harland and Kinder's (1997) It should be noted that only subsidiary questions 6 and 7 could be classified as 'causal' (Miles and Huberman 1984) , the remainder being 'non-causal' types since these are consistent with NESTA's aim of telling the 'story' of their involvement with science learning (see aim 1 above). Their nature is reflected in the methodology adopted (see below).
Underlying theories of educational change
NESTA specified a 'theories of change' model for the evaluation in the invitation to tender, whilst not specifying which theories they had in mind. The research team, recognising that the evaluation was to be 'theory-driven' (Chen 1990) , suggested that the school-based framework proposed by Michael Fullan (1985 , 1991 , 2001 ) would be appropriate, a suggestion which was accepted by NESTA. However, subsequent investigation revealed that although 50% of Science Learning Awards were targeted at primary or secondary age pupils, with a further 19% aimed at teachers, few were actually located in schools. This called into question the applicability of Fullan's model to this evaluation; however we decided to use the findings from the evaluation to test his claim for its applicability to educational change at the local, regional and national level (2001) . It is therefore useful to outline it briefly here. Fullan (2001) stresses that "educational change is technically simple and socially complex" (p. 69), that it takes time to embed and that its adoption is dependent on the characteristics of the change, local characteristics and external factors. He characterises innovative educational change as composed of four phases: initiation (the process leading up to and including the decision to innovate), implementation (first experiences of using the innovation in teaching and learning), continuation (the extent to which the innovation is either integrated into practice or discarded), and outcome (the degree of 'improvement' in, say, pupils' learning or teacher attitudes).
Ownership of any change by practitioners is clearly important, but may develop over time rather than being present in the initial phases. The most difficult phasecontinuation -represents another adoption decision, and Fullan (ibid.) notes that only a minority of well-implemented projects continue after funding has elapsed. Overall, Fullan's model may appear to be somewhat linear, though he describes the process as one of "… incremental and decremental fits and starts on the way to institutionalizing (or, if appropriate, rejecting) the change in question (op. cit., p. 93).
In considering the outcomes of NESTA-funded innovations in terms of impact upon participants' practice (question A5) the study has also drawn upon Kinder's (1991, 1997) 8. Institutional -strategic outcomes (e.g. whole-school curriculum changes) 9. Impact on classroom practice (developments in teachers' classroom teaching)
They have further (1997) ranked these outcomes in a hierarchy of those most likely to lead to change (table 2), suggesting that successful implementation requires all the outcomes, as prioritised in the hierarchy, to be either achieved through the in-service provision or present as pre-existing conditions. Harland and Kinder (1997: 77) The team needed to make a number of compromises in assessing impact upon professional practice, forced upon us by the short time-scale and largely retrospective nature of the study (few of the projects were ongoing during the period of evaluation).
This meant that we were limited in most cases to asking for participants' opinions of the outcomes of each project, which, consistent with an illuminative (Parlett and Hamilton 1976), constructivist (Guba and Lincoln 1989) or interpretative approach (Greene 1994 ) which considers stakeholders' views of the success of a programme (question A6). NESTA did not view this lack of direct observation data as particularly problematic since this was in their view a summary evaluation which drew upon other project reports which did include observational data. Our access to these, however, was limited (see above).
Methodology
As a commissioned evaluation, this study might appear to fall within what MacDonald (1976) terms a bureacratic model (characteristic of a consultant-client relationship). However, NESTA's brief to 'tell a story' from different perspectives necessitated some aspects of a democratic model (ibid.), negotiated and collaborative with awardees and other stakeholders. In the case of a commissioned evaluation, Yates (2004: 133) suggests that an acceptable research design will be one whose methodology and details are "ideologically in harmony" with those of the commissioning body. By stressing both process and outcome in the invitation to tender, NESTA effectively sanctioned an approach with both formative and summative elements. The formative purposes are summed up in question B9, but created a tension for the research team between our espoused democratic, illuminative stance and the largely retrospective nature of the data available to us, which were more consistent with the study's summative, bureaucratic elements. An appropriate balance between these conflicting requirements appeared to be offered by a multimethod approach (Saxe and Fine, 1979 , Patton 1990 , Bennet, 2003 : "an approach which contains both formative and summative dimensions, which draws on a range of research strategies and techniques, and which generates both qualitative and quantitative data." (Bennet, 2003: 57) . Such approaches are now an established feature of programme evaluation research (Clarke 1999) , offering a number of associated benefits:  "They permit exploration of both the outcomes and processes associated with a new programme  They result in improved and enriched findings, yielding greater understanding of what is happening, why it is happening and how it is happening  They permit modifications to be made to aspects of the evaluation plan should unanticipated outcomes worthy of further exploration be encountered  They generate multiple sources of data which provide checks on the validity and trustworthiness of the findings" (Bennet 2003: 59-60) Within the overall multi-method approach, this study has sought to provide answers to the research questions from multiple perspectives, by triangulating data of the following types: The spreadsheet was next searched for frequencies of particular words or phrases (e.g.
'teachers', 'learning', 'impact', 'culture shift') and the frequencies summarised in bar charts to provide an overall picture of the nature of projects supported. Two case studies were also undertaken of AZSTT projects representing a similar proportion (20%). The purpose of studying a sample of projects in greater detail was to provide a greater depth of insight into the issues identified through the sources above. Each case study involved collecting the following categories of data in addition to those specified above:
 Telephone or (if possible) face-to-face semi-structured interviews with a selection of key stakeholders: awardees, managers, project participants;
 Where the project was on-going, observations of work in progress;
 Where appropriate, digital photographs of project processes and/or outcomes.
Interviews were of particular importance to acquire a full understanding of the nature of each project, its principal objectives and the theory behind its design and implementation. They were conducted after analysis of documentary evidence, and tailored to the project concerned (see appendix 2). Data collected for case studies were synthesised into narrative reports under the following headings:
 Needs analysis and rationale  Project management  NESTA's involvement  Outcomes (analysed against Harland and Kinder's framework -see above)
 Impact (including analysis against Fullan's model of change -see above)
 Perceptions of success (including judgements of value for money based on breadth and depth of impact against budget)
 Key messages

Overview of Findings
The national science education environment within which the innovations have taken place (question A1) is briefly outlined under 'science innovations' above. Locally, case study data indicate that socio-economic deprivation has been seen as associated with lack of access to scientific information, in areas such as East London, South
Wales and Yorkshire and Humberside. From documentary evidence, needs analysis (question A2) does not appear to be a strong feature of NESTA Science Learning projects. For those projects addressing stated needs, nine identified declining interest or low take-up amongst 'young people' in science in general, or within specific branches such as physics. A further six noted under-provision of science-related resources, either within a specific locality or in relation to a specific aspect of education, e.g. SEN. Two were concerned with low attainment amongst minority ethnic pupils, however only one (case study 1) presented research data to quantify or provide evidence for the needs stated. Interview data collected for case studies suggest that needs arose from, for example, perceived lack of engagement between a medical school and the local community in the East End of London; poor access to science information in low income communities in South Wales or Yorkshire/Humberside; limitations of existing e-learning resources for children with special needs; disengagement amongst secondary-age pupils or poor continuity and progression between primary and secondary science education.
Documentary evidence suggests that NESTA funding averaging £53K has been used for a diverse range of activities (question A3), with a strong bias towards e-learning (online and CD-ROM), balanced by a roughly equal number seeking to affect change in a more traditional way by mounting some kind of event, generally involving handson workshops or training. For 15 projects, NESTA funding has been used to attract further funding, with an average of £147K, roughly three times NESTA's investment.
This supports the widespread perception amongst stakeholders interviewed for eight of the 10 case studies that they represent 'good value for money' (see above) and that NESTA's involvement added perceived 'credibility' to projects when seeking further funding.
Data from the web survey suggests a preference for the 'steering group' as a model for project management within awardee organisations (question A4). This is echoed in the case studies, most of which were managed by a small, relatively informal, executive group with support from a steering group or committee. From case study data, collaborations between different bodies or departments within organisations have necessitated slightly more complex management arrangements, which have occasionally suffered from lack of commitment from parts of the consortium or senior management. Where a single manager has taken the majority of decisions it has been important for them to be closely supported by a small group; where parts of this group have become detached or in dispute with the manager this has weakened the project.
From analysis of documentation and web survey it would appear that most Science
Learning projects were able to demonstrate limited outcomes in terms of Harland and (question B3). Of these, nine projects aimed to cater for minority ethnic groups, seven to target girls, two for 'disaffected pupils', three for pupils from socio-economically deprived areas, two for sight or hearing-impaired pupils, two for children with special educational needs, one for people with disabilities and one for elderly alzheimers'
sufferers. This is reinforced by data from the web survey, which suggests a significant targeting of 'disadvantaged groups', and from three of the case studies. Web survey data indicate a high degree of success in making an impact upon such groups in the view of awardees, and data from one of the case studies are convincing in this respect.
Data from the web survey point towards a close relationship between project aims and organisational mission (question B4), an encouraging sign in since innovation is more likely to become embedded in practice if it is closely related to the existing aims (Fullan, 2002) . However, this positive picture is somewhat offset by web survey data suggesting a majority of questionnaire respondents reporting low levels of support from senior management. Data from three of the case studies suggest a shift in organisational culture as a result of working on the projects concerned. From project documentation (section 4.14) the majority of Science Learning projects specifying outcomes (29 of 45) described these in terms of a physical product (question B5), e.g. a report (5), CD-ROM (6), website (12) , exhibition/exhibit (8) , video/TV (5), printed materials (7) or a piece of new technology (2) . In the case studies, two resulted in the production of CD-ROMs; three in exhibitions and one in a website.
Web survey respondents indicated that they would have been very much less successful in reaching the aims of their projects without NESTA funding (question B6), and all 10 case studies report that NESTA's support has been vital in getting their projects off the ground, such that in most cases the project would simply not have taken place without it. All case study awardees have been extremely positive about NESTA's flexibility in the management of funding, and the sensitivity of the support offered. Whilst most of the web-survey respondents regarded NESTA as having taken a very 'hands-off' approach, a differentiated model is suggested from the case studies, where in some cases NESTA were directly involved in running the project, appointing a consultant, or close supervision through a project supervisor. No one approach appears to have produced 'better' outcomes (question B7), however in one case where NESTA had 'lost track' of a project temporarily this led to concern about quality and timescale for delivery.
From documentation most Science Learning Projects sought to disseminate through websites, the media (especially radio and newspapers/magazines) or through conferences (question B8). For some of the physical outcomes, case studies suggest that dissemination has been a problem, and some case studies have attracted surprisingly little media coverage, potentially limiting their impact. Although several projects have plans for replication, data from the majority of case studies suggest that NESTA is unwilling to be involved in supporting dissemination or replication.
Although several Science Learning and the majority of Science Year/Planet Science projects had included some form of evaluation (question B9) in project documentation, the huge variation in detail and quality of these suggests that further guidance from NESTA on this important aspect of project management is probably needed. The evaluation report to NESTA has suggested that more support in setting measurable learning outcomes and collecting data against these would be useful. It has also recommended appointing external evaluators for each project -as in the case of AZSTT (see question A7) above to work with awardees, monitor progress and collect evidence of impact throughout and after each project. In terms of future evaluation of NESTA's Science Learning programme, our report has suggested a continuous and formative approach, involving both internal and external components with access to participants and stakeholders before, during and after each innovation in order to gather qualitative observation data on changes in practice, learning and institutional culture.
Discussion -Theories of Change
Fullan's four-stage model of educational change (1985, 1991, 2001 ), referred to above, was used by the research team to characterise the stage of implementation of each of the case study projects. Indeed, data from all 12 case studies were able to be categorised in this way (table 5), suggesting that the model could be applicable to projects outside the school settings within which it was developed, as Fullan (2001) claims. For example, Antarctic Waves (case study 2) -the development of a CD-ROM of digitised data from the British Antarctic Survey to stimulate musical composition in secondary-age pupils -was judged to have moved through Fullan's innovation and implementation phases, but had not yet reached continuation as schools who had been involved in piloting the resource were in some cases no longer using it. In some of the case studies, however, a linear reading of Fullan's model does not adequately describe the process of change. For example, in the case of Living with Science (case study 6) -a collection of science learning software for children with special educational needs -the innovation and implementation phases were being undertaken concurrently as the resource was being developed through piloting and discussion by pupils in 10 special schools. It had not yet reached Fullan's continuation phase, but for the pupils involved it has already achieved learning outcomes, apparently a later stage of the process. (2003) on moral purpose on the part of teachers in implementing educational change was difficult to substantiate from the data (as distinct from the drive and zeal exhibited by many awardees) suggests that this aspect of Fullan's theory is "optimistic and possibly idealistic in spirit" (Harris 2000: 100) .
Although developed in an inservice training context, Harland and Kinder's (1997) hierarchy of outcomes (table 1) provided a useful framework against which to gauge the impact of case study projects (see table 5 ). Certain types of outcomes however, appear easier to evidence from data than others; the provision of 'information' or 'new knowledge and skills' was reported by stakeholders from eight of the projects, and three were able to demonstrate 'impact on practice' on the part of teachers or other professionals in terms of their use of new resources in the classroom.
Examples of 'motivational and affective outcomes' were less common in the data (other than enthusiasm reported by teachers in four of the case studies); there needs to be greater emphasis upon elicitation of these types of data during interviews with participants in future studies, as carried out by Harland and Kinder (1997) , leading them to place motivational and affective outcomes below the development of new knowledge and skills in their hierarchical framework.
Discussion -evaluation methodology
The multi-method approach (Saxe and Fine 1979, Patton 1990) Several methodological and philosophical difficulties arose as a consequence of adopting a multi-method approach to this commissioned study. Greene (1994) characterises such approaches as 'pragmatic', with a focus towards decision-making and utilisation. Patton (1990) , an advocate of such pragmatism, recommends a 'paradigm of choices' which 'rejects methodological orthodoxy in favour of methodological appropriateness'. This was consistent with the aim to report 'why NESTA should be involved, how existing projects work, and why they are working'.
Yet the need 'to share with external and internal stakeholders a clear and informed
Story of why there is a need for these projects' required a case-study methodology more characteristic of interpretative (Greene 1994) or constructivist (Guba and Lincoln 1989) approaches. Our concern to reflect the views of stakeholders in these case studies placed great emphasis upon their interpretations of both impact and success, which, owing to our limited access to NESTA documentation were not all able to be substantiated by external sources. The case-studies provided the richest source of data, shifting the weight of the report towards the interpretative and away from the pragmatic. Politically, the emphasis placed on case study data and its narrative style, incorporating different perspectives, was not appreciated by the commissioning body, as it limited the use NESTA felt it could make of our findings to justify its expenditure. Furthermore, although the agreed research questions were largely non-causal (Miles and Huberman 1984) , in receiving the report the commissioning body asked for causal and comparative links to be made between a number of the data sets. This was done as far as possible, given the incomplete nature of the documentary evidence, which arrived in packets of varying sizes over a period of months, and the limited sample of respondents to the web survey. The team was furnished with a list of awardees' email addresses, which initially contained inaccuracies and omissions requiring significant research to rectify. However no similar lists of contact details for other stakeholders in any of the projects (e.g. participants) were held by NESTA, and our requests for such lists from awardees in the web survey went unanswered. Only in the case studies were we able to talk to a range of stakeholders. In summary, the multi-method approach espoused by this study became more reliant on data from one of the three methods than either the research team or commissioning body would have preferred.
Implications and Recommendations
For researchers conducting commissioned, bureaucratic evaluations of large educational programmes, this paper has a number of implications:
1. Researchers need to clarify through discussion with the commissioning body where the emphasis within the evaluation should lie. If it is really about 'telling a story', a case-study approach involving the generation of rich, qualitative data sets examining the programme from different perspectives may be appropriate. If, however, the aims are in reality more pragmatic, seeking causal links and comparison between data sets, a multi-method approach can be recommended, provided the research team can reassure themselves that sufficiently complete data sets exist within the commissioning body -both in terms of documentary evidence and stakeholder contact information -for such an approach to be feasible. elements of the programme that are ongoing, evaluators can collect their own observation and interview data from participants, but this is unlikely to capture lasting impact. Evaluators need to point out to commissioning bodies that impact evaluation needs to be built into the programme design and carried out over the whole period of implementation and beyond, otherwise it is unlikely that sufficiently robust data can be collected retrospectively.
3. In seeking to characterise processes of educational change within theoretical frameworks, evaluators may consider Fullan's (2001) model as a possible option, provided the contexts to be evaluated are school-related and the stages treated as potentially non-sequential. In classifying outcomes for practitioners, Harland and Kinder's hierarchy (1997) can also be recommended, with the reservations outlined above, provided access can be provided to eliciting motivational and affective changes from participants. The author has found both frameworks particularly useful when comparing case studies.
In terms of recommendations to NESTA and other funding bodies (whether connected with science education or otherwise), the findings from this study suggest that:
1. In order to address the aim of 'telling the story of why there is a need for such projects', NESTA should support applicants for awards in specifying the needs analysis research they have undertaken in more detail than appears to be the case currently.
2. To monitor outcomes and impact more rigorously, NESTA should support applicants in setting clearer success criteria and indicators, and to set out a clear evaluation strategy including the nomination of sources of evidence that will be reported on in interim and final reports.
3. To ensure a more complete and useful document set for summary evaluation, NESTA should consider standardising the reporting procedure for all projects at regular intervals using a standard framework to ensure that comparable data is collected.
4. As an evaluation strategy for the future, NESTA should consider appointing external evaluators for each project to work with awardees, monitor progress and collect evidence of impact throughout the projects and subsequently.
5. In order to build on existing success and maximise value-for-money from investment, NESTA should consider working with selected awardees after the formal project funding periods have elapsed, particularly in the case of those projects with a tangible outcome that would benefit from wider dissemination or marketing. Awardees could be selected for this on the rigour and outcomes of their own evaluation procedures.
6. As a longer-term strategy to maximise impact upon the science education community, NESTA should consider occasional replication of projects in different contexts, in order to validate and refine methodologies developed during innovative projects. A division into 'innovative' and 'replication' awards (similar to that made by AZSTT) might be useful in gaining maximum benefit from ideas developed with NESTA funding.
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